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A FAIR and RATIONAL 


ACTS ii. 39. | 
Far the promiſe is unto you, and to your Children, and 
to all that are afar of; even as many as the Lord our 


God ſhall call. 


OU are very ſenſible, my brethren, that it has 


with litigious diſputes, or to introduce matters of 
needleſs controverſy into the facred deſk ; much leſs 
to throw out occaſional reflections, or fix opprobrious 


] ever efteemed a mean, unmanly way of oppoſing 
error, or advancing the cauſe of truth. —I have ra- 
WE ther in general conſidered my hearers, as tranſient, 
= itinerant mortals bound to an eternal world; and 
therefore have made it my principal buſineſs, to in- 
culcate upon them, thoſe plain, practical, and impor- 


are of the greateſt conſequence to their eternal in- 
W tereſt, he Py! 

Convinced, however, of my indiſpenſable duty, 
by ſeveral concurring ee e I ſhall now 


8 ple-truth; and vindicate a valuable privilege, of 
which the church of Chriſt has been in poffeinon 
from its firſt inſtitution, though by ſome made a mat- 
ter of diſpute; and that is, the right of infant-children, 
deſcending from con-feederate, or covenanted parents, to 
| | ; 2 5 that 


VINDICAT ION, Sc. 
not been my uſual practice to fil! your minds 
epithets on thoſe of different denominations.— This, 


tant truths, that have the neareſt connection with, and 


Jattempt to illuſtrate, what I ſuppoſe a precious goſ- 


— __ =_ 
* 


— 
* 
" 


the baptiſm of infants is not agreeable to divine in- 


only we, but the protz/?ant churches in general muſt 


: gular authority to, baptiſe others; and we being all 


teſlant brethren of various denominations, muſt want 


(0% 3; 


that er7inance of baptiſm, which is the eternal ſeal of the 
g9/pel-covenant,—Aud as this is known to be my prin- 
ciple, from my conſtant practice; ſurely none can 

take it amiſs, or think it ſtrange, that I ftand forth 
in its vindication; eſpecially as I deſign no unchriſ- 
tian reflection, no acrimonious expreſſions, or un- 
charitable cenſures, on thoſe of contrary ſentiments 
and practice; but only a fair and rational vindication 
of my own; having principally in view, the ſatisfac- 
tion of a number of my hearers, who have expreſſed 
their deſite of being further inſtructed in the ſcriptu- 
ral grounds and reaſons of our conſtant practice. 
And though on the one hand, I will not place this 
point, of infant-baptiſm, among the things, that are 
abſolutely eſſential to ſalvation; yet on the other, I 
am far from ſuppoſing it to be a matter of trifling 
indifference, or of little or no conſequence. For if 


ſtitution, or warranted by the ſacred word, then not 


be in a very unheppy fituation——having no regu- 
lar goſpel-Ordinances of any kind whatſoever. —Nay, 
if infant-baptiſm be a meer nullity, as ſome pretend, 
then we, with the generality of the proze/tant churches, 
are in fact, a company of unbaptiſed heathens; who 
have neither churches, miniſters, nor ordinances, ac- 
cording to the inſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt: our mi- 
niiters themſelves, being unbaptiſed, can have no re- 


unbaptiſed, cannot, without the greateſt impropriety, 
approach the ſacred ordinance of the Lord's Supper. 

Having therefore, on this ſuppoſition, no regular KY 
ordinances among us, we, with our numerous pra- 


the very efſenc: of a regular goſpel-church, and in 
this reſpect be reduced to a ſtate of abſolute heathen- 
1%. Ido not adduce this, as a proof, that infant- 
baptiſm is a divine inſtitution; that, I truſt, will be 
| F proved 
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proved by more direct and poſitive evidenees; I only 
mention it to ſhew that the controverſy is no trifle, 
but of ſufficient importance to demand our attention, 
and engage our impartial inquiry, whether we are 
right, or whether we are wrong? And can our oppo- 
nents, whoſe principles and conduct neceſſarily un- 
church the whole prote/ant world, except themſelves, 
can they, I ſay, think themſelves offended, that we 
do not filently ſubmit to their uncharitable cenſures? 


will they be diſpleaſed, that we aſtert and vindicate 


our ſtanding in the viſible kingdom of Chriſt, and 
that we are a goſpel-church as well as they ? Surely, 
thoſe that are men of conſcience among them will 
not; or if they ſhould, yet theſe are matters too in- 
tereſting to be given up, out of meer complaiſance, 


to any ſociety of men in the univerſe —Let us then 


aim at the truth, without any regard to the pleaſure 


or diſpleaſure of mortals z and if our infant-baptiſm 


can be vindicated, for conſcience ſake let it be done. 
If not, if the truth is not for us, but againſt us, 
let us honeſtly give it up, and no more practiſe what 
the ſacred word will not defend. I IE 
Having thus hinted the importance of the contro- 
verſy, as a ſufficient warrant for my preſent attempt, 
1 ſhall now conſider the occaſion, and the proper 
meaning of the words before us,—For the promiſe is 
to you and to your children, &c. 155 | | 
In the preceding context, we have an account of 
that remarkable divine energy, which attended the 


firſt goſpel-ſermon after the miraculous effuſion of 


the Holy Ghoſt, awakening in the hearers that moſt 


anxious and important inquiry, men and brethen, what 
ſhall we da? | 5 5 | 


We have alfo the apoſtle's anſwer to this moment- 
ous and intereſting inquiry, repent and be baptiſed 
every one of you, in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, for the re- 
miſſion of ſins, and ye ſhall receive. the gift of the Holy 
Gt; 1, e. Return unfeignedly from fin to God, 


A through 


7 


r 
through Jeſus Chriſt; ſubmit to the grace and govern» 
ment of this divine Redeemer; and make a ſolemn 
public profeſſion of this ſubmiſſion, by being baptiſed 


in the name of Jeſus Chrift, and your baptiſm ſhall 
be an external ſign of the remiſſion of fins, and of the 


renewing and ſanctifying influences of the Holy 


Ghoſt.” | 

This exhortation plainly conſiſts of two branches, 
each of which is urged with a diftin& motive, The 
firſt is repentance, or a turning to God through Jeſus 
Chriſt, This is urged with the encouraging motive, 
that they ſhall receive the forgiveneſs of ſins, and the 


ordinary ſanctifying influences of the Holy Ghoſt. 
'The ſecond branch of the exhortation, is a ſubmiſſion 


to this new diſpenſation of the goſpel-covenant, by 


being baptiſed in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, This 


is urged with the motive in the text, 2 the promiſe 
is unto you and to your children, &c. q. d. The pro- 


miſe which encourages you to enter into this new 


covenant, by baptiſm, is primarily to you, and your 


children, as the deſcendents of Abraham; and ſecond- 


arily to as many of the gentiles, who are yet afar off. 
(and, including their children alſo) as by the miniſ- 


try of the word, the Lord our God ſball call.” It is 


plain then, that this promiſe, whatever is intended by 
it, is urged as a reaſon why they ought to ſubmit to 
this new inſtitution of the goſpel, and be baptiſed in the 


name of the Lord Jeſus. This reaſon then muſt hold 


good with reſpect to all to whom the promiſe is made; 
but the promiſe is made equally to them, and their 
children; it is therefore an equal reaſon why they, and 
their children ſhould be baptized; i. e. if the promiſe 
being made to them was any reaſon why they ought 


to be baptized, as the apoſtle expreſs]y declares, then 


the ſame promiſe extending to their children, muſt be 
an equal reaſon why baptiſm ſhould be adminiſtered 
to them; nor can | poſſibly ſee how the apoſtle's ar- 


gument can have any more force with reſpect to the 
| parents, 
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parents, than it has with reſpect to the children.— 
The ſum of the argument is plainly this: the promiſe 
is to you, therefore be baptiſed in the name of Jeſus 
Chriſt.— But the promiſe is to your children alſo; 
therefore let your children be baptiſed, would ſeem a 
neceſſary conſequence, —And indeed to ſuppoſe their 
children excluded from baptiſm, muſt render the 
apoſtle's argument very confuſed and inconcluſive; 
for then it muſt ſtand thus: The promiſe is to you, 
therefore be baptiſed in the name of the Lord Jeſus; 
the fame promiſe is equally to vour children—yet 
let not your children be baptiſed; for they are not 
the proper ſubjects of ſuch an ordinance, —And what 
an abſurdity is this? How eaſily might the Zews ob- 
ject and ſay: If the promiſe to your children is no 
reafon why they ſhould be baptiſed, then neither is 
the promiſe to us any ground or reaſon why we 
would ſubmit to this new inſtitution ; and therefore 
to ſay the leaſt, there is juſt nothing at all in the 
argument, i | 
The Jeros, to whom the apoſtle is ſpeaking, 
knew very well, that under the ancient diſpenſation 
of the covenant, their children were always included 
with the covenanted parents, and that the promiſe of 
Abraham's covenant had always run in the tenor, 
including parents and children.—W hen therefore 
the apoſtle is perſuading them to come under this new 
diſpenſation of the covenant, he aſſures them that 
their children are ſtill to continue in poſſeſſion of 
their ancient privilege; for that very promiſe, which 
included them under the law, equally includes them 
now under the goſpe].—For obſerve, he does not ſay, 
the promiſe was to you and your children, but it 15 
till; otherwiſe they might naturally be ſuppoſed to 
object, that their children were like to be in a worſe. 
condition under the goſpel, than they were under 
the law; which muſt greatly ſtrengthen their pre- 
zudices againſt the evangelical diſpenſation. The 
A 4 eres apoſtle 
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apoſtle therefore precludes any ſuch objection, by 
_ Informing them, that they can Joſe nothing by ſub- 
mitting to this new diſpenſation of the covenant ; 
for the privileges of the goſpe] ſhould by no means 
be more confined and limited than thoſe of the law; 
but on the contraty more enlarged: for under the 
law the promiſe was only to them and their children, 
as deſcendants of Abraham; but now it ſhall extend 
to all among the Gentiles, and' their children = 
whom the Lord eur God ſhall call. 

All that is further neceſſary to ſhew this text an 
unanſwerable argument for the right of infants to 
baptiſm, is only to prove theſe two points. | 

1. That by the promiſe here, muſt be underſtood : 
the covenant-promiſe made to Abraham, which gave 
his infant-children a gue" to the ordinance of ir- 
cumciſion. 


2. That the word ebildrs in the text does mt” | 4 


intend their adult deſcendants, as'ſome PR but 
their infant offspring. | 
If theſe two things are proved, the argument 
| ſands thus: the covenant-promiſe made to Abra- 
ham, which gave his infant children a right to cir- 
cumciſion under the law, is now to you and your 
infant children under the goſpel.—And this promiſe 
being urged as a reaſon why the parents ſhould be 
baptiſed, muſt neceſſarily carry an equal reaſon for 
the baptiſm of their children; and mutt be ſo under- 
ſtood both by the apoſtle and 'his Jewiſh hearers, 
The firſt queſtion then is, Whether by the promiſe 
in the text, the apoſtle means that covenant-pro- 
miſe made to Abraham, which entitled his infant- 
children to circumciſion? This ſome deny, and ſup- 
poſe that by this promiſe the apoſtle only intends _ 
that of Joel's prophecy, which he had quoted in the 
preceding ſermon, from the 16th to the 22d verſe; 
but let any one read that prophecy of Joel, as quoted 
by the apoſtle, in thoſe verſes, and he muſt be im- 
mediately 


„ 
mediately convinced, that the extraordinary and mi- 
raculous gifts of the Holy Ghoſt are there intended; 
conſequently that the promiſe, contained in this pro- 
phecy, could never here be urged, as a ground or 
motive to baptiſm; for extraordinary and miracu- 
lous gifts, were neither required, as the ground of 
baptiſm, nor numbered among the bleſſings that 
uſually attend or flow from it. Nor is there the leaſt 
intimation given in this hiſtory, that the three thou- 
ſand here baptiſed, did receive theſe miraculous gifts. 
If therefore this was the promiſe the apoſtle ſpeaks 
ef to them and their children, it will follow that the 
promiſe was not made good; for neither they nor 
their children, (that we read of) were ever poſſeſſed 
of theſe extraordinary gifts, Beſides, the promiſe 
in Joel had already its accompliſhment, in that ex- 
traordinary effuſion of the Holy Ghoſt upon the 
apoſtles, This St. Peter declares, and quotes the 
promiſe on purpoſe to prove his declaration. It is 
plain then, he can have no reference to this, in the 
promiſe here mentioned; nor can it with the leaſt. 
propriety, be underſtood of any thing elſe but that 
very PROMISE which God made to Abraham, when 
he took him, and his infant-children, into cove- 
nant. —T his covenant was ſo eminent, and ſo well 
known, that it was often emphatically called, THE 
PROMISE, without any other characteriſtic or note 
of diſtinction.— Thus the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham 
are ſaid to be heirs according to THE PROMISE. 
And in many other places too numerous to mention. 
hut to conclude this point, the apoſtle himſelf has 
7% plainly informed us, in another place, what he here 
intends by the promiſe, ſee As iii. 25. where urg- 
ing much the ſame exhortation upon his Jewiſh 
hearers, as he does here, he enforces it with this 
= 2gument: Ye are the children of the covenant, which 
= God made with our fathers, 7 units Abraham, 
Aid in thy ſeed ſhall all the kindreds of the earth be Blei 


Þ) ed; 


(ene. 


ed; unto you firſÞ God hath raiſed ub his Son Jeſus, 
and ſent him 725 you, &c. 424 5 the prom is 
here propounded as a motive and obligation to bap- 
tiſm, nothing could be more natural than for the 
Fetus to underſtand it of the promiſe of Abraham's 
_ covenant, on which was grounded the ordinance of 
_ circumciſion, | t HEN 

Allowing then (for indeed it cannot with any con- 
fiſtency be diſputed) that the promiſe of Abraham's 
covenant is the thing to which the apoſtle refers. 
The ſecond queſtion is, who are intended by their 
children, to whom this promiſe is ſaid to belong? 
Some ſuppoſe their adult deſcendants, and not their 
infant offspring, are the children here intended ; 
but of this there is not the leaft intimation in the 
text, nor does it at all agree with the ſcope of the 
apoſtle's argument; nay, fuch a conſtruction would 
| ſeem to make him ſpeak nonſenſe ; for then he muſt 

be underſtood thus, The promiſe is unto you and 
to your children, but not to them as your children, 
or as ſuſtaining any relation to you; but when they 
ſhall advance to an adult age, and be called by the 
miniſtry of the word, then the promiſe ſhall be to 
them as well as to you.” Which is no more than 
might be ſaid of the children of an Ethiopian, Why 
then is their relation to their parents mentioned at 
all, and why are they joined with them, as the ſub- 
jects of the promiſe, if after all they are to ſtand on 
their own footing, as adults, as much as the chil- 
dren of heathens £ Nor does this conſtruction conſiſt 
with the plain grammatical ſenſe of the words, for 
the apoſtle does not ſay the promiſe is now to you, 
and ſhall beto your children when grown and called 
by the word, but the promiſe is now to you and your 
children: by waich he very plainly intends the pre- 
ſent privilege the Jewiſh children enjoy, at ove the 
preſent unconverted Gentiles, who are (aid to be afar 
off, and to whom he ſays the promiſe ſhall beſony 
, when 


111) 


when called into a church ſtate, and to their chil- 
dren alſo. = e 4 

Having thus proved that by the PRouisE here 
the apoſtle means the covenant made with Abraham, 
and by CHILDREN, their infant offspring, the con- 
clufion is plain, that if the promiſe is propoſed as a 
reaſon why the parents ſhould be baptiſed, as the 
text plainly aſſerts, it is then an equal reaſon, Why 
baptiſm ſhould be adminiſtered to their children ; 
for the promiſe is equally to both. _ 

Having thus explained the text, I ſhall endeavour 
to illuftrate and eſtabliſh this propoſition. 

That the infant children of con-fæderate, or covenanted 
parents have a right to the ſeal of the covenant, under 
the goſpel, as much as they had under the law, and there- 
fore ought to be baptiſed. To ſet this in a proper 
light, I ſhall attempt to ſhew, _ 


I. The ſcripture ground on which the right of 
infants to baptiſm is founded. _ _ rp 

II. The evidence we have both from ſcripture 
and hiſtory, that the baptiſm of infants was the 
common practice both of the apoſtles and the primi- 
tive church, And, es ; 
III. I ſhall attempt a ſolution of the moſt mate- 
rial and common objections raiſed againſt the doc- 
trine, | 45 | 


I. We begin with the ſcripture-ground on which 
the right of infants to baptiſm is founded. And 
this ground is the covenant that God made with 
Abraham and his ſeed, —the inſtitution of circumci- 
ſion as a ſeal of that covenant,—and the adminiſtra- 
tion of that ſeal, by God's appointment, to his in- 
fant-children, —whence this concluſion is natural, 
(v1Z.) that the infant-children of covenanted pa- 
rents had, by God's appointment, a right to the 
external ſcal of the covenant under the law, and 

Ek therefore, 
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therefore, as the ſame covenant continues, they have 
doubtleſs the ſame right under the goſpel. 

To bring out this concluſion, that they have the 
ſame right under the goſpel, I ſhall endeavour to . | 
theſe three things. 

i. That the covenant made with Abraham was d co- 
venant of grace, and the ſame for ſubſtance that 1s now 
in force under the goſpel. 

ii. That circumciſion was the onternal ſeal of this coue- 
nant, and was by God's ere admin: e to in- 
fant- children. 

iii. That baptiſm is now a — of the ſame covenant, 
inflituted i n the room 0 circumciſion, and therefore ought 
To be adminiſtered is the ſame ſubjecis, viz. to the in- 
Jant- children of covenanted parents. 

i. The covenant made 'with Abraham was a covenant 
of grace, and the ſame for ſubſtance that is now in force 
under the goſpel. 'T his I look upon to be the grand 
turning point on Which the iſſue of the controverſy 
very much depends; for if Abraham's covenant, 
which included his infant- children, and gave them 
a right to circumciſion, was not the covenant of 
grace, then I freely confeſs that the main ground on 
which we aſſert the right of infants io baptiſm is 
taken away; and conſequently the principal 1 
ments in ſupport of the doQrine are overturned. 

But on the other hand, if this covenant, which : 
_ Included Abraham's children, and gave them a right 
to circumciſion, was the ſame covenant of grace, 
under which the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham now are; 
then, I think, the covenant-relation of believers 
children, and conſequently their right to the ſeal of 
the covenant, under the goſpel, as well as under the 
Jaw, 1s indiſputable. f 

And that Abraham's covenant was the ſame cove- 
nant of grace, that now ſubſiſts under the goſpel, I 
ſhall proye from the following arguments. Dh 

| | | 1. 2036 
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1. The nature of the covenant itſelf, and the 
tenor of the promiſe it contains, are the ſame with 
the covenant of grace, ſee Gen. xvii. 7. Aud I will 
eftabliſh my covenant between me and thee, and thy ſeed 
after thee, in their generations, for an everlaſling cove- 
nant; TO BE A GOD TO THEE AND THY SEED Ar- 
TER THEE, Now this is the conſtant ſtile of the 
covenant of grace, I wILL BE A GOD TO THEE, 
&c. God never was, nor ever will be a God to any 
man, fince the fall, in the ſenſe of that phraſe, but 
through Chriſt, and by a covenant of grace. Hence 
the apoſtle mentions this, as the expreſs tenor of the 
covenant of grace, and the grand ſum of all the pro- 
miſes it contains, ſee Heb. viii. 10. {well be to them 
a God, and they ſhall be to me a pecple. A greater good 
than this cannot be promiſed; for it is the ſum of 
eternal life. Hence it is ſaid, Rev. xxi. 7. He that 
overcometh, ſball inherit all things, and I WILL BE His 
Gop. As therefore Abraham's covenant promiſed 
the greateſt bleſſing that can be promiſed, even the 
very ſame, in expreſs words, as is promiſed in the 
covenant of grace, ſure it. muſt be the ſame cove- 
nant, or elſe there muſt be two covenants promiſing 
the ſame thing, and in the ſame words, which is 
abſurd, 1 ; 
2. The apoſtle teſtifies that belieyers under the 
goſpel are the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham, and conſe- 
quently heirs of the promiſe, of Abraham's covenant, 
and it ſo, then ſurely his covenant muſt have been 
the covenant of grace, fince it was the ſame which 
believers are under now, and will be to the end of 
the world, ſee Gal. iii. 29. And if ye be Chriſt's, then 
are ye Abraham's ſeed, and heirs according to the pro- 
miſe. What promiſe? why the promiſe of Abra- 
ham's covenant ; that he would be a God to him, and 
his ſeed after him. It is plain then that the covenant 
that promiſeth this, and of which all believers, ** 
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der the goſpel, are heirs, muſt be the covenant of 
race. | | 
N The apoſtle tells us, that the covenant made 
with Abraham was confirmed of God in Chriſt, Gal. 
iii. 17. but no covenant made with man, was ever 
confirmed of God in Chriſt, but the covenant of grace; 
for there was no mediator in any other covenant; 
therefore Abraham's covenant was a covenant of 

grace, | 5 455 | | 
4. We are abundantly aſſured, that Abraham was 
juſtified by faith, as all believers are under the goſ- 
pel, Rom. iv. 3, 23. But no covenant in the univerſe 
ever did, or can admit of juſtification by faith, ex- 
cept the covenant of grace; therefore as all believers 
have communion with Abrabam, in this grand cove- 
nant-privilege of juſtification, and are juſtified on 
the ſame terms with him; it certainly muſt follow, 
that if believers are now under the covenant of grace, 
fo was Abraham alſo. Let me add to this, that the 
ſcripture aſſures us, in plain terms, that the goſpel 
was preached unto Abraham, in that article of his co- 
venant, in thee ſhall all nations be bleſſed. Therefore 
if the goſpel contains the covenant of grace, I hope 
the point will admit of no further diſpute. From 
the whole I think I may now fairly draw this con- 
cluſion; that the covenant made with Abraham, in- 
cluding his infant-children, was the fame for ſub- 
ſtance, with that which is now in force with be- 
lievers under the goſpel, and differed only in the 
external mode of adminiftration : For (1) the mat- 
ter of the covenant is the ame will be your God, 
and the Gcd of your feed, and ye ſhall be my people. (2) 
The term, or condition of the covenant is the ſame; 
for in both juſtification is by faith, without works. 
3) The Mediator of the covenant is the ſame, Jeſus 
Chrift, the ſame yeflerday, to-day, and for ever, (4) 
The ſacraments under each adminiſtration, (though 
conſiſting of different rites) had the ſame ſpiritual 
| uſe 
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uſe and meaning. Hence the apoſtle aſſerts, that 
the church of frael, under Abraham's covenant, by 
incidents and actions which had a typical reference 
to the ſacraments, did eat the SAME ſpiritual meat, 
and drink the SAME ſpiritual drink, with belieyers, 
under the goſpel, for they drank of the rock that fol- 
lowed them, and that rock was CLriſt. 

Thus I think it appears, beyond contradiQion, 
that the covenant made with Abraham and his feed, 
was the covenant of grace; and the ſame of which 
the ſpiritual ſeed of Abraham are heirs under the goſ- 
pel. And it is no objection to the above-mentioned 
concluſion, that the promiſe of the land of Canaan 
was included in that covenant ; for temporal bleſ- 
ſings are included in the covenant of grace. God!i- 
neſs is profitable unto all things, having the PROMISE of 
the life, that now is, as well as of that which is to come, 
1 Tim. iv. 8. | | 
ii. Circumciſion was a. ſeal of this covenant of grace, 
and was, by God's appointment, adminiſtered to infant- 
children, That it was the token, or ſeal of Abra- 
ham's covenant, you ſee in the very inſtitution, Ger. 
 Xvil. II. Ye ſhall be circumciſed, and it ſhall be a token 
of the covenant between me and you. And again, This- 
is my covenant, which ye ſhall keep between. me and you, 
every man child among you ſhall be circumciſed, And 
the apoſtle tells us expreſsly, Rom. iii. 11. that 
Abraham received the ſign of circumciſion, a ſeal of the 
righteouſneſs of faith and that the promiſe of his co- 
venant was not to Abraham, and his ſeed, through the 
law, but through the righteouſneſs of faith; i. e. the 
covenant of grace; for what has faith to do with a 
legal covenant of works? And that this ſeal of the 
covenant was, by God's appointment, adminiſtered 
to the infant-children of Abraham's poſterity, in all 
their ſucceeding generations, will not be denied by 
any, who have read the hiſtory of the Old Teſta- 


ment, | 1 
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Now from theſe two propoſitions, that tlie coye- 
nant with Abraham was the covenant of grace, and 
that circumciſion was the ſeal of that covenant, and 
adminiſtered to infant-children by God's appoint- 
ment, it follows, as plain as' any conſequence can 


follow, that the children of con-feederate parents, 


were once included, together with their parents, in 
the covenant of grace. a 8 
That this was the caſe of Abrabam's children, 
has been undeniably proved, and that this was the 
caſe of the eee. under the Moſaic diſpenſation, 
is evident from the expreſs word, Deut. xxix. 10. 
and onward, where we have a renewal of the /ame 
covenant. | "iT, 
Ye fland this day, all of you, before the Lord your 
God; your captains of your tribes, your elders, and 
your officers, with all the men of Iſrael ; your little ones, 


your wives, and the ſtranger that is in thy camp; from 
the hewer of thy 120d, unto the drawer of thy water; 


that thou ſhouldſt enter into covenant with the Lord thy 
God, and into his oath, which the Lord thy God maketh 


with thee this day; that he may eſtabliſh thee to day fer 
a people unto himſelf, and that he may be to thee a God, 


&c, Obſerve how their LITTLE ONEs are partakers 
in this ſolemn tranſaction. He then who denies that 
children were taken into this covenant, may as well 
deny this to be the word of God. Nay, it is evi- 
dent, from the conſtant practice of circumciſing in- 
fants, that they were always conſidered as included 
with the con- fœderate parents; and on this footing, 
that ſeal of the covenant was adminiſtered, Since 


then the children of con- fœderate parents were, by 


God himſelf, admitted into covenant, they muſt ſtill 
be acknowledged by God as parties in the new cove- 
nant, or rather new adminiſtration of the covenant; 
and ought to be /o acknowledged by us, unleſs there 
is good ground for their excluſion, for a privilege, 


once granted to the church, muſt continue through 
| all 
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all ages, unleſs the donor is pleaſed to revoke it; 
and that the covenant-intereſt of children is a privi- 
lege, the apoſtle plainly proves, in his anſwer to the 
queſtion, hat advantage hath the Jew, and what 
profit is there in circumciſion ® Much every way. Da- 
vid acknowledged it a privilege, and pleaded it be- 
fore God. I am thy ſervant, and the ſon of thy hand- 
maid, Pſal. cxvi. 16. Now if this be a privilege, 
and God has once granted it to his church, when has 
he ever revoked it? it is certain he did receive chil- 
dren into his church, with their parents, and granted 
them the ſeal; this is undeniable fact. Now, has he 
given the leaſt intimation, that it was his deſign ever 
to exclude them? There is not a ſingle text in the 
bible, that teaches either expreſsly or by conſequence that 
they ought to be cut off from that antient privilege, 
Neither has Jeſus Chriſt, by any doctrine, or inſtitu- 


tion, debarred them from their covenant-intereſt, but 


rather confirmed it, as I ſhall ſhew in the ſequel. 


There is nothing in the nature, or conſtitution of | 


the goſpel-covenant that excludes them; nor can any 
reaſon be ſuggeſted for it from their incapacity for 
they are as capable now of bleſſings, and of the ſeal 
ofthe covenant, as they were under the law. There- 
fore, ſince it is undeniable, that God has of old re- 


ceived: infants into covenant, and has never ſince, 


either directly, or conſequentially debarred; or cut 


them off from this privilege; and ſince no reaſon can 


be aſſigned, why they ought to be excluded; I muſt, 
I am conſtrained to believe that it is ſtill his will that 
they ſhould be reckon«<d as parties in his covenant, 
and entitled to the external ſeal. | 

iii, I now proceed to the third thing that was pro- 
poſed under the firſt general head, (viz.) that baptiſm 
is a ſeal of the ſame covenant, made with Abraham, in 
ſtituted in the room of circumciſion, and therefore ought to 


be adminiſtered ta the children of profeſſed believers. 


ff, If 
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- TH, If the covenant made with Abraham was a co» 
venant of grace, and an everlaſting covenant, as has 


been proved, then baptiſm muſt be a ſeal of the ſame 
Covenant, and muſt have been inſtituted in the room 


of circumciſion, juſt as the Lord's-Supper is inſti- 


tuted in the room of the ancient paſſover; and this 


the apoſtle plainly aſſerts to be the caſe, Col. ii. 11. 
In whom alſo ye are cireumciſed with the circumciſion 
made without hands, in putting off the body of the fins 


of the fleſh, by the circumcifion of Chriſt; buried with 


im in baptiſm. Here it is neceſſary to obſerve, that 
the Coloſſians were perplexed with judaizing teachers 
urging the neceſſity of circumciſion. The apoſ- 


tle tells them they need it not but are complete in 


Chriſt without that Jewiſh rite, fince they had been 
baptized in the name of the Lord Jeſus; which he 
calls the circumciſion of Chriſt, or, as it might be ren- 
dered, the Chriſtian circumciſion, which exactly an- 
ſwers the ſpiritual uſe and deſign of that Jewiſh in- 
ſtitution. What then can be meant by: the eircum- 
eiſion of Chriſt, but baptiſm ? It cannot be the circum< 
eiſion that Chriſt received when an infant; for that 
was the Jewiſh rite the apoſtle was arguing againſt; 
It cannot be the ſpiritual] circumciſion of the heart 
for this is mentioned in the foregoing clauſe, and eal- 
led a circumciſion without hands. And to under- 


ſtand this circumceiſion of Chriſt to he the ſame, would 


make an unreaſonable tautology; as if he had ſaid, ye 
are circumciſed with the ſpiritual circumciſion by the 
ſpiritual circumciſion, which would have been non- 
ſenſe. But the apoſtle has put it out of all doubt; 
for he explains the circumciſion of Chriſt, to mean, 
their being buried with him in baptiſm. The plain 
ſenſe then is, ye have the myſtical intention of that 
Jewiſh rite in the circumciſion of Chriſt, which is a 
being baptized in the name of the Lord. But, 
24ly, Baptiſm ſignifies the ſame thing with circum- 


eiſion, and may we not therefore conclude that bap- 


tiſm 


69 


tiſm was inſtituded in its room? Did the blood of cir- 
cumciſion point to the blood of Jeſus Chriſt, as that 
whereby guilt is removed? ſo does the water of bap- 
tim. Did circumciſion ſignify our natural corrup- 


tion, and our need of regeneration and ſanctification 


by the ſpirit? ſo does baptiſm. Was circumciſion the 


ſacrament of admiſſion into that church of 7/rael? ſo 


is baptiſm into the Chriſtian church, Was circum- 


ciſion a badge of relation to the God of 7ſrael? ſo is 


baptiſm of relation to Chriſt. And was circumciſion 
a ſign and ſeal of the covenant of grace, and of the 
righteouſneſs of faith? ſo is baptiſm. The analogy 
in theſe, and in many other particulars, that might be 
mentioned, plainly ſhews, that baptiſm was inſtitu- 
ted in the room of circumciſion, ee: 
Again, 3dly, If baptiſm does not come in the room 
of circumciſion, then we have no ordinance anſwer- 
ing to that Jewiſh rite, and conſequently the Chriſ- 
tian church, by the coming of Chriſt, has been de- 
prived of a ſacrament, which was reckoned of ſingu- 
lar advantage in the Jewiſh diſpenſation for the profit 
of circumcifion, the apoſtle aſſerts, was much every way. 
And if fo, the Chriſtian church has loſt much every 


way, by having nothing appointed in its ſtead, We 
find that other inſtitutions, under the Old Teſtament, 


are ſupplied by ſomething anſwerable in the new, 
Inſtead of the paſſover, we have the Lord's-ſupper. 
Inſtead of the Jewiſh-prieſts, goſpel- miniſters. In- 
ſtead of the meeting of the tribes at the temple, our 


Chriſtian aſſemblies. Inſtead of the ſeventh-day ſab- 


bath, we have the firſt day of the week. And does 
nothing ſucceed circumciſion? is a divine ordinance 
totally loſt ? ſurely ſuch a ſuppoſition is abſurd, And if 
any thing does ſucceed circumciſion, baptiſm certain- 
ly ſtands the faireſt for its ſucceſſor, as it has the ſame 


uſe and meaning, and is a ſign of the ſame covenant. 


Now if baptiſm ſucceeds circumciſion, as a ſea] of 
the ſame covenant, is it not an undeniable inference, 
| that 
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that it ought to be adminiſtered to the ſame ſabjects 


as Circmciſion was, that is to the infants of con- fœde- 
rate parents. 


Could that circumciſion. of Chriſt, which the apoſ- 


tle calls baptiſm, ſatisfy his Jewiſh hearers, if it was 
not to extend to their children, as well as the circeum- 


ciſion of Abraham? They were enragedat Paul, we are 
told, when they. heard that he taught the Fews, Who 


were among the Gentiles, that they ought not to cir- 


cumciſe their children, Ads xxi. 21. Therefore, his 
telling them that baptiſm was the circumciſion of 


Chriſt, and took place inſtead of the antient rite, would 


have been no ſatisfaction to them, had it been only 
for adults, and not for their infant-children. The 
apoſtle therefore muſt have intended it for both, or 
elſe he had given no ſatisfactory anſwer to the plea 
of the Fews for retaining circumciſion 


Thus I have ſhewn, tbat the covenant with Abra- 
ham, was a covenant of grace—that circumciſion was 


a ſeal of that covenant, and by God's appointment 


adminiſtered to his infant-children,—that baptiſm is. 


a ſeal of the ſame covenant, and therefore ought to be 


adminiſtered to the ſame ſubjects ; i. e. the infant-chil-. 


dren of con- fœderate and believing parents; becauſe 


their antient right to this ſeal has never been diſan- 
nulled. 


* ; 


II. I now A proceed to ſhew the evidenees we BORE 


both from ſcripture and hiſtory, that the baptiſm of 


infants was the common practice, both of the apoſtles 


and the primitive churches. Now the evidence we 
have, that this was the practice of the apoſtles, is of 


wa kinds, 

„Their acknowledging the covenant-relation of 
chil dren under the goſpel, as well as under the law, 
An 

2dly, The firong probability we have that there were 
infant- children among thoſe whom they baptized. 
] 15 Then 
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1/2, Then it is indiſputably evident that the apoſtle 
did allow the covenant-intereſt of children, under the 
goſpel, as well as under the law. I have already 
ſhewn, that the text itſelf plainly aſſerts, that the pro- 
miſe of Abrabam's covenant was to believers and their 
infant- children; and to this, I would add that paſſage, 
Rom. xi. 16. For if the root be holy, fo are the branches: 
and if ſome of the branches be broken off, and thou being 
a wild olive tree, wwert grafted in among ſt them, and with 
them partaketh of the root and fatneſs of the olive-tree, 
&c. Now by the root here, the apoſtle intends Abra- 
ham, and by the branches his poſterity, who partook 
in the ſame privileges with him, by virtue of their in- 
tereſt in the ſame covenant, till they were broken off, 
Here then is plainly aſſerted the fœderal holineſs, or 
covenant-intereſt of the children of con-fcederate pa- 
rents. If the root be holy, ſo are the branches, 
God has ſaid it, and who dare unſay it? And as this 
is not ſpoken of real holineſs or truly gracious habits, 
(for no parent can convey real holineſs to his chil- 

dren) it-muſt then mean a fœderal or covenant holi- 
neſs, ſuch as denominated the Jews in general, a holy 
nation; not that they were al] truly gracious, but vi- 
ſibly dedicated to God, and members of his viſible 
church; anden conſequence of this, had his ordinan- 
ces adminiſtered to them. This is the holincſs we 
plead, for the children of believers, or con- fœderate 

parents, Now it is here afferted, that the believin 
Gentiles, are {', ingrafted into this ſtock, and fo united 
to. Abraham, by covenant-relation, as to partake of the 
ſame privileges that Abraham's children once did, and 
from which they were now broken off. For obſerve, 
the grafted in, anſwers exactly to the broten offi The 
broken off of the Jews, was from the viſible church, fo 
, the graftedin, of the Gentiles, into the viſible church 

atſo.::-* : tb: „ . e 
The broken of reached parents and children, and ſo 
muſt the grafted in. And if the believing Gentiles 
5 5 | partook 
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par took of the fatneſs of the ſame olive, i. e. of the 
ſame privileges of which the Zeus did, then their chil- 
dren certainly muſt be included in the covenant, and 
entitled to the external ſeal; for that the Jewiſh chil- 
_ dren were is plain fact; and if Gentile children are ex- 
_ cluded, and not taken into covenant, by baptiſm, as 
the others were by circumciſion, then they do not 
partake of the ſame privileges with the Jews, who are 
arte off, and conſequently the apoſtle's aſſertion 

muſt be falſe, and his argument inconcluſive. 
Another text which proves the covenant- intereſt 
of the inſants of believing patents, in the judgment 
of the apoſtle is, 1 Cor. vii. 14. For the unbelieving 
huſband is ſan#tifigd hy the wife, and the unbelieuing wife 
is ſancti ſied by the huſband, elſe were your children unclean, 
but now are they holy. The queſtion propoſed was 
this; MA betber it was lawful for a believing huſband or 
_ wife, to live with their unbelieving companion? This 
the apoſtle anſwers in the affirmative, for which 
he gives this reaſon, the unbeliever is ſanctiſied by 
the believer, whoſe duty it is to conſecrate his: all 
to God, as he actually * elſe were your children 
unclean, but now are they holy. This is a plain 
intimation, that it would not be conſiſtent with the 
Chriſtian character, to continue in a marriage-rela- 
tion with an infidel, if their children would, in ſuch 
caſe, be unclean, Here wnclean, and holy, are ſet in 
direct oppoſition, Now to be unclean in the ſtile 
of ſcripture, as oppoſed to holy, is to be out of the 
viſtble church, or without any viſible intereſt in, or 
covenant- relation to God, ſee 4s x. 14. where 
Peter uſes the word unclean, with reference to Cor- 
nelius, becauſe he was not viſibly in covenant, being 
a Gentile, And on the other hand, to be holy, muſt 
ſignify to have a viſible intereſt in the covenant, or 
_ viſibly to belong to God. So that the covenant- 
relation of the children of believing parents is here 
plainly aſſerted, What elſe can be meant by _— 
eing 
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being holy? It cannot mean legitimacy, as ſome 
pretend; for the legitimacy of children has no de- 
pendence on the relative character, or profeſſion of 
their parents, but only on a lawful marriage; which 
is no peculiar: privilege of the church, but of man- 
kind in general. It cannot mean a real internal 
holineſs; for this is not at all derived from the 
moſt eminent believing parents. But it is plain, the 
apoſtle here means ſome kind of holineſs that depends 
on one of the parents being a believer, and without 
which they would be unclean. If this then is not 
a fœderal holineſs, or a. viſible covenant- relation, 
let any man, if be can, tell what it is. If it is a 
federal holineſs, or covenant- relation, then here is 
a plain proof, that the apoſtle looked upon the chil- 
dren. of con- fœderate parents, as having the ſame 
intereſt in the covenant, under the goſpel, as they 
had under the law; and if they had the ſame intereſt 
in the covenant, they had the ſame right to the ex- 
ternal ſeal: for a right to baptiſm is acknowledged, 
by all, to be founded on a viſible intereſt in the co- 
venant of grace. This gave Abraham and his chil- 
dren a right to circumciſion under the law; and 
this it is that gives both parents and children a right 
to baptiſm under the goſpel. Now if the apoſtle: 
Jooked on the children of believing parents, as hav- 
ing an intereſt in the covenant of grace, as has been 
proved, and if they eſteemed a viſible covenant- in- 
tereſt to be the ground of admiſſion to baptiſm, 
which none will deny, then we have undeniable 
evidence, that they did in fact baptize the chil- 
dren of all profeſſing believers; and that they under- 
ſtood their commiſſion, as authorizing them ſo to 
do, when they were bid to go and teach all nations, 
baptizing them in the name of the Father, of the Son, 
and of the Hhly Ghofſl. The. word teach, is, in the 


original, to make diſciples, or learn; and children 
are capable in this ſenſe of being made diſciples; 
nay, 
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nay, the children of believing parents under the goſ- 
pel, are called diſciples expreſsly, As xv. 10. Now 
wraps why tempt ye God to Put a yoke upon 15 neck 
diſciples, &c. | 

9 25 yoke bere mentioned was 8 | 
which was appointed to be adminiſtered to infant- 
children, as you ſee in the context; therefore ehil- 
dren are called diſciples, and as they ate capable of 
being admitted, as Icarners, in the ſchool of Chriſt, 
and have that incerelt i in the covenant, on which 
that right of baptiſm is founded; they muſt be in- 
cluded in the words, all nations, mentioned in the 
commiſſion. . And, beſides this clear evidence, that 
they underſtood their commiſſion to include be- 
lievers infants, we have alſo, from ſcripture-ac- 


counts, the higheſt probability that their general 


practice was accordingly ; for we read that they 
baptized whole | houſholds. For: inſtance, Lydia, 

and her houſhold, the jailor, and all that were his, 
and the houſhold of Stephanas. And is it probable 
that there were no infant-children in any of theſe. 
families? We read, when God ſmote the firſt-born ' 
of Egypt, there was not an houſe, in which there 
was not one dead; conſequently not an houſe in 
Egypt, in which there was not a child. And is it 
probable, or credible to an unprejudiced mind, that 
in all the houſholds baptized, there was not one 
child? Suppoſe it had been ſaid of one proſelyted to 
the Jewiſh religion, that he, and his houſhold, or 
that he, and all his, were circumciſed ; would any 
doubt whether his infant children were "baptized? 1 
believe not: for this was a known practice, ever 


ſince Abraham's covenant, to receive the children 


with the parents into a covenant- relation. And 1 


| Have ſhewn that the ſame reaſons hold for their ad- 


miſſion under the goſpel. It would ſeem then, as it 
had always been the practice of the church, to admi- 
niſter che ſeal of the coyenant to the infants of con- 

1 fœderate 


C00 "3 


ſœderate parents, that there would have been ſome _ 
diſapprobation of it, or ſome expreſs declaration 


p againſt it, if it is not to be continued, So great a 
14 change as that of caſting infants out of the viſible 
1, church, who had been admitted for ſo many hundred 
t= years, by a divine appointment, can hardly be ſup- 
1 poſed, without an expreſs declaration forbidding 
them. | | | 
q | Would the apoſtles have refuſed them 7hat Chriſ- 
n tian- membetſhip, and the ſeal of the covenant, 
Which they had ſo long enjoyed, without any ex- 
e preſs command for that purpoſe? And if they had 
it received ſuch a command, and in conſequence, 
i made ſo great a change in the conſtitution of the 
church, ſhould we have had no account of it? 


would it not have made a noiſe and ſtir among the 
believing Fews, or at leaſt, have been a matter of 
record? Smce therefore inſants were admitted to the 
ſeal of the covenant of grace till the apoſtles day, 
and ſince we have no account that they ever rejected 
them, or cut them off from that privilege: ind eſpe- 
cially ſince they baptized whole houſholds, upon the 
converſion of the parents, or heads of the family, 
we have, I think, ſufficient evidence, that it was 
their common practice to baptize them. BAS 
I now paſs on to conſider the evidence which we 
have, that the baptiſm of children was the conſtant 
practice of the primitive church from the apoſtles 
time; which will ſtill confirm the evidence that it 
was their practice alſo. For it cannot be ſuppoſed 
but that thoſe, who lived ſo near the apoſtles, as 
the firſt, ſecond, and third centuries, muſt have 
known what was the practice of the apoſtles them- 
ſelves, and that they practiſed accordingly, For it 
is allowed by all, that the church was then in its 
purity, and not corrupted with innovations, and- 
ſuperititions: and the writers of thoſe times are not 
only witneſſes, that infant-baptiſm was the practice 
In 


( 26 ) 
in their day, but expreſsly declare, ſome of them» 
that it was the practice of the apoſtles themſelves, 
and of the church from their time, 

The firſt evidence I would produce is [renus, Who, 
by the beſt accounts. was born before the death of 
the apoſtle John, and was well acquainted with Po- 
Hzcarp, who was John's diſciple; and therefore could 
not be miſtaken about the practice of the church 
down to his time. It is true, he mentions infant- 
baptiſm only tranſiently; for it had not then been a 
mater of diſpute, and therefore there was no occa- 
fron given for arguing about it. 

lt muſt alſo be obſerved, that he, and many of 
| the fathers, when they ſpoke of baptiſm, uſed the 
thing ſignified for the ſign; and, as in the Old 
3 Teſtament, circumciſion is called the covenant, 
2 inſtead of the ſign and feal of covenant z ſo by Jre- 
nus, and others, baptiſm is called regeneration, 
becauſe it is the outward ſign of regeneration, and 
© the renewing of the Holy Ghoſt, With how much 
| propricty he calls it ſo is nothing to me, if it ap- 

_ pears that he does call it ſo, and under that character 
WP ſpeaks of it as commanded to children and little ones, 
his teſtimony is directly to the purpoſe, And that 
I he does uſe the word regeneration for baptiſm, is plain 
3 from his own words: When Chriſt, ſays he, gave 
| « his diiciples the command of regenerating unto 
© God, he ſaid, Go and teach all nations, baptiz= 
ing them in the name of Father, and of the Son,. 
| © and of the Holy Ghoſt.” Here it is plain, that 
N a by the command of regenerating, he means the com- 
. | mand of baptizing; not that he ſuppoſes baptiſm 
|. was regeneration ; but he puts the thing ſignified 
__- for the ſign, juſt as God himſelf does, when he calls 
1 « circumciſion his covenant, which was a ſign or to- 
Sen of bis covenant. 
-4* Allowing then, that he uſes regeneration for bap- 

Tir, as the above quotation plainly proves, his teſ- 

timony 
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1 
timony is plain for the baptiſm of infants ; for he 
adds: „ Chriſt came to ſave thoſe, who by him are 
e regenerated unto God; (i, e. baptized) both in- 
&« fants and little ones, and young men and elderly 
&« perſons.” Here he ſpeaks of infants and little 
ones, being regenerated unto God. And that he 
uſes the word reg-neration for baptiſm, putting the 
thing ſignified for the ſign, is further evident from 
the concurring practice of his contemporary writers; 
particularly Ju/tin Martyr, who has theſe words: 
« They are regenerated in the ſame way in which 


„ we have been regenerated, for they are waſhed 


« with water, in the name of the Father, the Son, 
t and the Holy Ghoſt.” 
If it be ſaid there was an impropriety in calling 


| regeneration baptiſm, it is nothing to the preſent 


argument, for that they did call it fo, is undeniably 
fact from theſe quotations z and it is equally fact that 
they ſpoke of it as commanded to infants, and little- 


ones, as well as young men, and elderly perſons, 


In the beginning of the third century, Origen ex- 
preſsly declares infant - baptiſm to have been the con- 
ſtant uſe of the church. The occaſion of his men- 
tioning it was this, he was attempting, in the eighth 
homily, to prove the doctrine of original ſin, and 
that infants were guilty as ſoon as born, and makes 
uſe of their baptilm as an argument. The bap- 


e tiſm of children, ſays he, is given for the forgive- 


% neſs of fins : But why, continues he, are infants, - 
«© by the uſage of the church, baptized, if they 
have nothing that wants forgiveneſs ? And again, 
he adds, It is becauſe by the ſacrament of bwtiſm_ 
A the pollution of our birth is taken away, that in- 
„ fants are baptized.” With much more to the 
ſame purpoſe, 3 . 
Here is as plain a teſtimony as can be given, that 
infant- baptiſm was the ſtanding uſage of the church; 
and that it was then a point out of all diſpute; or 
| B 2 _ elſe 
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the frongeft, as he uſes it for an argument to prove 


marriage. The reaſon was, he had entertained a 
notion, that ſins, committed after baptiſm, were 


(8) 


elſe he never would have thought it an argument to 
prove original ſin. Nay, he not only aſſerts it to 
be the uſage of the church in his time, but declares 
that they received it from the apoſtles; for in his 
comment on the Epiſtle to the Romans, he has theſe 
words: The church had alſo, from the apoſtles, 
c an order to give baptiſm. to infants ; for they, to 
£« whom the divine myſteries were committed, knew 
«© that there was, in all perſons, a natural pollution, 
& which ought to be waſhed away by water, and 
ce the Spirit,” 

Now Origen was bone: about the year of our Lard 
183, within 100 years of the Apoſtles themſelves. 
Both his father 96 þ randfather were Chriſtians He 
was one of the nal learned men of that age, and 
preached the goſpel in Rome, in Greece, in Paleſtine, 
and Hria, and therefore could not but be acquaint- 
ed wich the uſage of all the churches. And the 
manner in which he ſpeaks of it makes his evidence 


„ 
yo 


another doctrine, (viz.) Original fin, which he 
could not have done with: arjy; propriety, if it had 
not been an univerſally xcknawiedged truth in his 
day. ; 
— alſo, who was contemporary: with Origen, 
gives us a plain proof, that infant-baptiſm was che 
conſtant practice of the church in his day. | 
It is true, he ſpeaks againſt it, and, adviſes that it 
ſhould be delayed till grown to years, - nay, till after 


nex! 42, if not utterly unpardonable; and therefore 
adviſed that the baptiſm of children ſhould be de- 
ley, unleſs incaſe of neceſſity, even till after mar- 
HIGH wap ining tuey would then be leſs liable to 
temptetion, Sc Many other odd and ſingular opt- 
nions are ound in his wiitings, and therefore it may 
be-remse mbcred, that I neither quote im, nor any 

other 
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other of the fathers, with a view to be determined, 
by their opinions, whether infants ought to be bap- 
tized, or not, but only to prove what was matter of 
fact, that the baptiſm of children was the practice of 
the church, whether right or wrong; and Tertullian 
ſpeaking againſt it, (for the reaſons above-mentioned) 
is as plain a proof of the fact as any of the reſt. For 
if it was not the cuſtom to baptize children why 
ſhould he ſpeak againſt it? Surely he would not 
fight with his own ſhadow, or oppoſe a practice, or 
cuſtom, that had no exiftence. And beſides, he al- 
lows it in caſes of neceſſity, i. e. when in danger of 
death; ſo that he was only againſt it for the abſurd 
reaſon he mentions, left they ſhould fall into more 
aggravated fin, And therefore he would not have it 
adminiſtered in common caſes till after marriage. 

The next evidence, I would produce, is the bleſ- 
fed martyr Cyprian, who was made overſeer of the 
churches at Carthage, about 248 years after the birth 
of Chriſt, A queſtion was ſtarted in his time, whe- 
ther infants might be baptized, before they were 
eight days old ? becauſe that was the day in which 
circumciſion was to be adminiſtered, On this he 
calls a council of miniſters, no leſs than 66 in num- 
ber, who all unanimouſly agreed, that baptiſm ought 
not to be delayed till the eighth day, at leaſt, that 
there was no neceſſity of ſuch a delay. A large let- 
ter was wrote to this purpoſe to ſatisfy all who were 
in doubt about this queſtion, and ſignsd by Cyprian- 
in the name of the reſt, SINE 

Now obſerve, the queſtion was not, whether in- 
fants were to be baptized, this was allowed by all, 
but the only queſtion was, whether, like circum- 
3 it muſt be limited to the eighth day from the 

98 5 e 

And this they determined in the negative, and 

ſay, it may with equal propriety be adminiſtered 


ſooner. 
B 3 St. 


* 

St. Ambroſe, who wrote about 274 years from the 
apoſtles, declares expressly, that the baptiſm of in- 
fants has been the practice of the apoſtles themſelves, 
and of the church till that time. And this he men- 
tions only tranſtently, when ſpeaking on another 
ſubject, which plainly proves it was not a ſubject of 
debate, It would weary your patience ta cite all the 
authors that might be produced to this purpoſe, I 
ſhall therefore conclude. with the teſtimony of St. 
Auſtin, who wrote his piece againft the Donati/ts, 
about 300 years after the apoſtles, in which he has 
thefe very words: If any aſk for divine authority 
in the matter of infants being baptized, though 
« that which the whole church practiſes, and which 
e has not been inſtituted by council, but was ever 
in uſe, is very reaſonably believed to be no other 
© than a thing delivered by the authority of the 
« apoſtles, yet, fays he, we may take a true efti« 
© mate how much baptiſm avails infants, by the cir- 
& cumcifion which God's ſarmer people received.“ 
The fame thing he urges in his controverſy with 
Pilagins, which was about the year 410. Now Pe- 
lagius had taught, that infants were born free from 
any finful deſilements. St. Auſtin writes againſt 
him, and infiſts on the baptiſm of infants, which 
was the known and ſtanding practice of the church, 
as an argument of their natural defilement. In this 
plea he has theſe words: „ "That infants are by all 
4+ Chriſtians acknowledged ta ſtand in need of bap- 
« tiſm, which muſt be in them for original ſin, 
„ ſince they have no other.” Again he ſays, © If 
s they have no fin, why are they accepted to the 
«© uſage of the church-baptiſm? Why are they 
„„ waſhed with the laver of regeneration, if they 


« have no defilement ??? On | 
Pelagius was extremely puzzled with this argu- 
ment, as he could not pretend to deny infant- bap- 
tiim, Nay when ſome charged him with denying. 
EN, 


63109 


it (as the neceſſary conſequence of this doctrine) he 
tries to refute the charge, and has theſe remarkable 
words: e | 

« Men flander me, ſays he, as if I denied baptiſm 
« 10 infants. This he calls a flander, and ſays 
that he never heard of any, no not the worſt of he- 
retics, that would ſay ſuch a thing of infants. 

This confeſſion is the ſtrongeſt demonſtration, that 
infant-baptiſm was univerſally practiſed, time out of 
mind; or elſe ke, whoſe intereſt it was to deny it, 
to anſwer the arguments of his adverſary, would cer- 
tainly have done it. But ſo far is he from that, 
though his cauſe required it, that he expreſsly de- 
clares, he does not deny it, nor ever heard of any 
that did. Now Pelagius was a great ſcholar, and a 
great traveller. He had been to Rome, Africa, Egypt, 
and Feruſalem, where he ſpent much time; and 
therefore muſt be acquainted with the rites of the, 
fathers, and cuſtoms of the churches in all thoſe 
parts; and yet he declares that he had never heard 
of any that had denied baptiſm to infants, It is as 
plain then as hiſtory can make it, that there had 
been then no diſpute about the point, and that there 
was not, neither had been any ſect of people pro- 
feſſing Chriſtianity, that denied it, from the apoſtles 
time to that day, Nor is there the leaſt evidence, 
that it was ever oppoſed by.any man, or ſociety of 
men, for ſix or ſeven hundred years from that time. 
And now, what is the conſequence ? You ſee, that 
the baptizing infants was the practice of churches, 
derived from the apoſtles time, and ſo on for eleven 
or twelve hundred years, which is as plain a fact as 
hiſtory, and the writings of thoſe times can make it. 
The conſequence is, that if infant- baptiſm, is a nul- 
lity, and not agreeable to the inſtitution of Chriſt, 
then the church muſt have loſt an ordinance of 
Chriſt during all this period. Nay, they muſt have 
loſt it in the very firſt ages, and pureſt times, and 

| B 4 there 
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thoſe periods, been introduced by men, and ha 


tended to. 


632) 


there muſt have been no regular baptiſm, conſe- 
quently no Chriſtian miniſters, or any ordinances, 
for eleven hundred years or more. And can any man, 
of an impartial mind, believe this? What then 
would become of our Saviour's promiſe, to be pre- 
ſent in the adminiſtration of baptiſm? Lo! 7 am 
with you always, even to the end of the world. For 
that they baptized infants you fee is fact; and if 
this was not agreeable to his inſtitution, he could 
not be with them in the adminiſtration of that or- 
dinance, and therefore his preſence muſt fail, and 
his church, during all that long period, of many 
hundred years, muſt have had no regular bartiſm, 
and conſequently could be no regular goſpel-church. 


And who can perſuade himſelf, or imagine, that 
_ Chriſt had no church in the world during all that 


period? Beſides, if infant-baptiſm had, in any of 

J not 
been the cuſtom of the church from the apoſtles ; 
how ſtrange muſt it appear that there ſhould be no 
account, no not the leaſt hint, in all antiquity, 


when it was introduced, or by whom? Had it been 


human invention, would it have been ſo univerſal in 
the firſt 300 years, and yet no record left, when it 
was introduced, nor of any diſpute, or controverſy 
about it? This is incredible. . 
We have particular accounts in hiſtory, when 
the baptiſm of infants began to be denied and diſ- 


puted, and by whom; but no account of any time 


or means of its introduction: which is a plain proof 
that muſt have been handed down from the apoſtles, 


and have been a ſtanding privilege in the church 


from their time. Again, if infant-baptiſm is a nullity, 
it is plain, from the hiſtorical facts above-mentioned, 
there can now be no regular baptiſm in the world, 
nor ever will be to the end of time, ſince a ſucceſ- 
ſion of adult baptiſms cannot ſo much as be pre- 


T hoſe 


3 
Thoſe then, who firſt began to baptize adults, 
were themſelves baptized in their infancy, and there- 
fore, being unbaptized themſelves, according to the 
Anabaptiſt's ſcheme, could never have authority 10 
baptize others. So that all the preſent adult bap- 
tiims, if traced back, muſt come originally from 
thoſe, who were baptized in infancy ; and conſe- 
quently, on their principles, can have no validity in 
them, We muſt therefore give into one of theſe 
three things, either 1/7, That a ſucceſſion of adult 
Baptiſis can be traced from the apoſtles; or 24h), 
That infant-baptiſm 1s valid, and agreeable to the 
inſtitution of Coriſt; or elſe 34ly, That there nei- 
ther is, nor can be, any regular baptiſm in the 
church, to the end of the world. 5 | 
The 1/7, can never be done, as all muſt allow. 
The laſt is too ſhocking and impious to be admitted, 
And therefore the 24 muſt be acknowledged, viz. 


that infant-baptiſm is valid and agreeable to the in- 


ſtitution of Jeſus Chriſt; for a fourth concluſion 
cannot be thought on. e 


III. But I haſten in the laſt place, to anſwer 
ſome of the moſt material objections that are made 
againſt the doctrine, and by which thoſe of contrary 
ſentiments puzzle and confound the minds of men, 
and endeavour to render the ſubject obſcure. The 
moſt common objections are ſuch as theſe; 1/7, We 
have no expreſs command in {ſcripture for baptizing 
infants, and therefore, it is inſinuated, we act with- 
out any warrant from the divine word. To this I 
anſwer, If there are virtual and implicit commands 
for it, and if it is commanded by clear ſcripture- 
conſequence, it is of equal force, as if it had been 
ſaid in expreſs terms, baptize your infant- children. 

A command may be as clearly inferred, by way 
of conſequence, from certain premiſes, as if it was 
in expreſs words, See an inſtance of this in Paul 
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and Barnabas, Acts xiii. 46. Lo! ſay they, we turn 
to the Gentiles, for ſo hath the Lord commanded us 
ſaying, I have ſet thee to be alight of the Gentiles, 
Now the command they ſpeak of, is not at all x- 
profes but implicit; for what they call a command, is 
promiſe made to Chriſt : I have ſet thee to be a light 
of the Gentiles. This they conſtrue to be an implicit | 
command, directing them in the way of duty. Le 
we turn to the Gentiles, for ſo hath the Lord comman4- | 
ed us, Where had the Lord commanded them? Why 
virtually and implicitly in this promiſe, made to his 
Son, I have ſet thee to be a light to the Gentiles, &c. 
T iis then being granted, that a virtual and implicit 
command, is of equal force, as if 'it had been ex- 
preſſed; it is eaſy to deny the objection, and ſay, we 
have many commands to baptize our infant-children, 
And 1/2, God's command to Abraham to circumciſe 
his infant-children, is a virtual and implicit com- 
mand to believers to baptiſe their's; for believers are 
Abraham's ſpiritual ſeed, and heirs according to the 
promiſe, Here you ſee an expreſs command was 
once given to initiate children into the church, by 
a facramental rite that is commanded, and has never 
been repealed, and therefore ſtill remains in force, as 
I have proved before. Again, Chriſt's commanding 
to ſuffer little children to come unto him, and not 
forbid them, is a virtual, or implicit command, that 
parents ought to bring their children to him in bap- 
tiſm. For the ground on which that command is 
founded, is, of ſuch ts the kingdom of heaven, Which, 
to make the leaſt that can be made of it, is, that they 
have a viſible intereſt in the covenant, and a right to 
memberſhip in his viſible kingdom. And we know, 
yea, it is acknowledged by all, that a vitible intereſt 
in the covenant is the ſcripture- ground on which 

baptiſm ought to be adminiſtered. | 
Again, the command thai our Saviour gave, Go 
and diſciple all nations, and baptize them, is 5 im- 
| | Plicit, 


„ us 2 
licit, if not an expreſs command to baptize the 
children of Chriſtian nations; for nations muſt include 
children,- as you fee in the promiſe made to Abraham, 
in thy ſeed, i. e. in thy children ſhall all nations be 
bleſſed. Now if children are not here included in 
the words all nations, then it will follow, that all 
that die in infancy mult periſh without exception, 
having no intereſt in the bleſſings of Chriſt, and if 
the words all nations include them here, ſo it muſt 
in the commiſhon above-mentioned, and conſe- 
quently they are virtually, and implicitly command- 
ed to be baptized. Again, the exhortation to the 
Fews in the text to be baptized, is an implicit, if not 
an expreſs command to baptize their children; for 
the exhortation is grounded on the promiſe, and the 
promiſe 1s to them and their children. * 
Thus you ſee the ſcripture abounds with implicit 
and virtual commands to baptize our children, and 
ſuch commands are looked upon ſufficient to deter- 
mine our conduct in other caſes, and therefore, why 
not in this? For example, who doubts but it is a 
commanded duty to keep the firſt day of the week 
for a Sabbath, and yet where is the formal expreſs 
command ? It is commanded ondy virtually and im- 
plicitly, | | 
W ho doubts that public worſhip is a commanded 
duty? Yet, where is the. expreſs command in fo 
many words? We are bid not to forſake the aſſem- 
bling ourſelves together, but this is a negative pre- 
cept, the affirmative requiring us ſo to aſſemble, is 
an implicit command. It is tnerefore a fooliſh cavil 
to ſay, there is no expreſs command to baptize in- 
fants ; for this may be ſaid of womens” receiving the 
Sacrament, of keeping the firſt ay of the week, and 
a hundred other things, which all allow are impli- 


citly commanded, and have the ſame obligation on 
mens* conſciences, as if ever ſo formally ex peſſed. 
Beſides, what neceſſity could there be of an expreſs 

command, 
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command, for that, which had been once inſtituted, 
and never repealed? The children of covenanted 
parents were once expreſsly commanded to receive 
the ſeal of the covenant, and this command has ne- 
ver been reverſed, as we have already proved, there- 
fore the original expreſs command continuing in 
force, there would be no neceſſity of another. And 
as it had been the conſtant practice of the church, 
for many ages, to adminiſter the ſea] of the covenant 
to their children, there was no neceflity of renewing 
the inſtitution, in caſe it was to continue, But on 
the other hand, there was an abſolute neceſſity of an 
expreſs declaration againſt it, if it was then to have 
ceaſed. | 44 | 

Another objection is this, that there is no expre's 
inſtance in all the hiſtory of the New-Teſtament of 
an infant child's being baptized; and therefore we 
proceed without any ſcripture-example, Let me 
reply. I have told you already of whole houſholds 
being baptized, on the converlion of the parent, or 
head of tne family; which carries the ſtrongeſt pro- 
bability of the baptiſm of infant- children, and would 
be eaſily underſtood to include them, had the ſame 
been ſaid of circumciſion. And there is the ſame 
reaſon for it in the one caſe, as in the other. 

But ſuppoſing there is no expreſs mention made 
in the hiſtory of the New- Teſtament, of one infant- 
baptiſm, yet no man has any right to conclude from 
hence, that, in fact, there was none; for if fo, we 
might as well conclude there were whole churches 
which never were baptized, For there is no expreſs 
account, in the hiſtory of the New- Teſtament, that 
the churches of Aulioch, of Iconium, of the Romans, 
Galatians, Theſſalonians, and Coloſſians, were ever 
baptized. Would it be fair to conclude from 
hence, that they were not? Nay, you may read the 
hiſtory of the O1d- Teſtament, for ſeveral ages of 
the church, and neyer find one inſtance of a child's 

5 circum- 
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circumciſion, And will it do from hence to con- 
clude, that they lived without circumciſing their 
children? No, you will ſay, it may be argued by 
clear conſequence ; and ſo, I ſay, may the baptiſm 
of children; beſides, this objection lies with greater 
force againſt thoſe, who practiſe adult baptiſm, than 
it does againſt us; for they cannot produce one ex- 
ample from ſcripture that warrants their practice. 
That there were many adult baptiſms, I grant, be- 
cauſe the ſubjects were grown to adult years before 
they profeſſed Chriſtianity, And in this we agree 
with them, that adult perſons, who are converted 
from Judaiſm, or Heatheniſm, to Chriſtianity, ought, 
in their adult years, to be baptized, and all /uch, as 
have never been baptized before, But ſcripture- 
inſtances of this are nothing to the purpoſe, for in 
this we all agree, and have no controverſy. But if 
they would give a ſcripture- example of their own 
preſent practice, they muſt give an inſtance of a per- 
ſon born and brought up of Chriſtian, or baptized 
parents, that was baptized in adult years, If they 
could do this, it would be ſome evidence, that in! 
fant-baptiſm was not in practice. If they cannot, 
as it is certain they cannot produce ſuch an inſtance, 
let them no more pretend the want of ſcripture-ex- 
ample againſt baptizing children, or that they have 
ſcripture-example on their ſide. And why ſhould 
there be no inſtances of this kind, if ſuch was the 
common practice? For the hiſtory of the 4s of the 
Apoſtles, continued above the ſpace of thirty years 
from Chriſt's aſcent to Paul's impriſonment at Rome; 
and during that time, thouſands were born of Chriſ- 
tian parents, and grown up to the age of twenty or 
thirty years, and yet there is not one inftance in 
ſcripture of any ſuch baptiſms in adult years. If 
therefore they were not baptized in infancy, there 
is no account of any, no not of one, of the poſterity 
of Chriſtian-parents, being baptized at all; for _— 
| 8 ü | tac 
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the account of adult baptiſms are only of ſuch as in 
adult years embraced the Chriſtian religion, having 
been before either 7etos or Heathens, 

A third objection is, that infants can receive no 
benefit from baptiſm, becauſe of their incapacity, 

and therefore ought not to be baptized, 2.99 
To this I anſwer, the ſame objection might be 
offered againſt their being circumciſed under the 
law; for the capacity of infants is doubtleſs as great 
now, as it was then, Therefore, in the firſt place, 
infants are capable of being entered into covenant 
with God; for that the children of the ut weie 
, is plain fact, not oniy from the tenor of the 
covenant with Alrabam, which expreſsly included 
them, but from that ſolemn renewal of it in Deu- 
teronomy, where their little-ones are expreſsly men- 
tioned as partakers in the covenant-tranſaction. 
Secondly, they are capable of the ſeal of the cove- 
nant, for this was by God's appointment adminiſtered 
to them under the law, at eight days old. Thirdly, 
they are capable of being cleanſed by the blood of 
Chriſt, and of being regenerated by his Spirit, which 
are the things ſignified by baptiſm, He who denies 
this, muſt deny that they are capable of ſalvation, 
and therefore, dying in infancy, muſt periſh, on 
ſuppoſition of original guilt and pollution. And if 
they are capable of deriving original guilt and pol- 
lution from the firſt Adam, without their knowledge 
and conſent ; they certainly are as capable of deriv- 
ing pardon, and renewing grace from the ſecond 
Adam, without any explicit knowledge of, or actual 
conſenting to his covenant, And if they are capable 
of the root, and principle of all fin, they are equally 
capable of the habit and principle of all ſpiritual 
race. ER | 3 | 

n Again. They are as capable of being laid under 
obligations of duty to God, to be performed when 
grown up, as the children of the Fews were, and the 
| | Et apoſtle 
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apoſtle ſays expreſsly, I teſtiſy unto every man that ts 
circumciſea, that he is @ debtor te the whole law, And 
hy are not children row as capable of the baptiſmal 
obligations to the Jaw of Chriſt, as the circumciſed 
children of the Jews were, of being del ters to the 
law of Moſes? And is it not matter of daily obſer- 
vation, that infants are capable of having eartbly 
inheritances ſettled upon them, by inftruments ſign- 
ed, and ſealed, while they are ignorant oſ the whole 
tranſaction? And what reaſon can be given, why 
they ſhould not be as capable of the bleſſings of the 
new covenant, and of having them ſealed by bap- 
tiſm, though they are ignorant of it? y 
. To ſay that it is no advantage to childrep to ad- 
miniſter the ſeal of the covenant to them, becauſe 
of their incapacity, is to reflect on an inſtitution of 
heaven, and on the wildom and goodneſs of its au- 
thor. The apoſtle Paul was of another mind; for 
he ſays the, profit of circumeiſion was much every 
way, notwithſtanding the incapacity of the ſubjects, 
being. but eight days old, 48 Wer 
But a 44, and moſt common objection is, that 
faith and repentance, or a profeſſion of them, at 
leaſt, are mentioned in the New- Teſtament, as the 
neceſſary pre-requiſites of baptiſm, and therefore, as 
children are incapable of th: ſe, they muſt be inca- 
pable of the ordinance itſelf, I anſwer, that chil- 
dren are capable of the habits and principles of faith, 
as has been obſerved before, and muſt be allowed by 
all, who do not exclude them from ſalvation. Now 
is there a greater abſurdity in allowing them to be 
capable of the root and principle of every grace, 
than to allow them to be capable of the root and 
principle of every fin? Beſides, our Lord ſays of a 
little child, whom he ſet before his diſciples, as a 
pattern of humility, whoſoever ſhall offend one of theſe 
little ones, that believeth in me, &c, Whence it is 
plain, that little-ones may believe in him. 1. e. they 
| may 


at all to infants, but are intirely confined to thoſe, 


ſaid of ſuch a profeſſion being required of the mem- 


So under the antient diſpenſation, the profeffing 
ſtranger was obliged to embrace the Fewiſh religion 
inſtantly, in order to his circumciſion ; but when 


(48/3 
may have the habits or principles of faith, though 
incapable of the act; or elſe; as I ſaid before, we 
mult neceſſarily embrace that wncharitable ſentiment, 
that all, who die in infancy, muſt periſh without 
remedy. FUNNY | ene 

If it be ſaid, that it is a profeſſion of faith, which 


the ſcripture mentions as a pre- requiſite to baptiſm 


I grant it with reſpe& to adult perſons, who em- 
brace Chriſtiantty in their adult years. And this is 
all that can poſſibly be argued from it; for all muſt 
allow, that when ever theſe pre-requiſites are ſpoken 
of in ſcripture, it is with reference to adults, who 
were converted from Judaiſm or Heatheniſm to Chriſ- 


_ tianity ; and in all ſuch caſes we allow, that there 


muſt be a profeſſion of faith, antecedent to baptiſm. 
In this we have no controverſy with thoſe, who 
practiſe adult baptiſm. But they then muſt allow, 
that all theſe paſſages, which require the profeſſion 
of faith, as neceſſary to baptiſm, have no reference 


who embrace Chriſtianity in their adult years; and 
therefore no argument can be drawn from hence, 
againſt the baptiſm of children; for they are not at 
all the perſons ſpoken of. Yet we find, in fact, that 
when thoſe adults, that embraced Chriſtianity, in 
the apoſtles times, profeſſed their faith, not only 
themſelves, but their houſholds, and all that were 
theirs, were baptized. And as there is not a word 


bers of thoſe families, we muſt therefore conclude, 
either that they were young children, and fo inca- 


pable; or elſe, that adults were baptized without a 
profeſſion, 


this was done; and himſelf circumciſed, the ſame 
| ordi- 
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ordinance was always adminiſtered to his family and 
children, as you ſee Exodus xii. 48, 49. 

So here, thoſe adults, who were converted to the 
Chriſtian religion, were obliged to profeſs their faith, 
in order to their being baptized; and on this pro- 
feſſion, not only themſelves, but their houſholds 
were baptized alſo. | 

This objection then, viz. A profeſſion of faith 
being a pre-requiſite to baptiſm, is no more an objection 
| againſt childrens being baptized, on the profeſſion of 
their parents, than it was againſt the childrens being 
circuniciſed, becauſe the parents were previouſly 
obliged to embrace tbe Jewwih religion. 

Some other trivial objections there may be raiſed 
againſt the baptiſm of infants, but I know of none 
beſides theſe, of any conſequence, that have not been 
precluded in this diſcourſe; and theſe, I think, 
every one mult fee from what has been ſaid, are not 
of the leaſt weight, when impartially examined, 
againſt the foundation that has been laid of the cove- 
nant-relation of the children of confœde rate parents 
and the arguments that have been produced to prove 
their undoubted right to baptiſm, according to 
Chriſt's inſtitution. The concluſion then is plain, 
that, as they had a right by God's own appointment, 
to the ſeal of the covenant of grace, under the Jaw, 
and as that right has never been repealed, either 
explicitly, or by conſequence, it muſt ſtill remain; 
and that, as it was the univerſal practice of the pri- 
mitive churches, for the three firſt centuries, which 
were the puicſt times, and no account has been giv- 
en of its ever having been introduced as an innova- 
tion, it muſt have been the practice of the apoſtles 
themſelves, and muſt have its divine original in that 
covenant-promiſe, made to Abrabam, which the 
apoſtle declares in our text is to relieving parents 
and their children, under the goſpel, as well as 
under the law. On the other hand, to deny in= 

; fants 
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fant-baptiſm to be a divine inſtitution, is attended 
with many abſurdities, and much confuſion, 

It is as much as to ſay, that the covenant made 
with Abraham, including his children, is not an 
2 coyenant ; that therefore believers under 
the goſpel are not Abraham's ſeed, and heirs of his 
promiſe ; for his promiſe. was to patents and chil- 
dren : yea, that the ingrafted Gentiles do not par- 
take of the ſame privileges, in the church, from 
which the Fews were broken off. And on the whole, 
that the privileges of the goſpel-diſpenſation' are leſs 
than thoſe of the law; all which are flat contradic- 
tions to ſcripture. n LOT 995 4055 
Again, to deny the validity of infant-baptiſm, is 
as much as to ſay, that there was no true baptiſm in 
the church for eleven or twelve hundred years after 
Chriſt, and that the generality of the preſent pro- 
feſſots of Chriſtianity, are now a company of unbap- 
tized Heathens ; and although it muſt be allowed, 
that there are, and always have been, vaſtly more 
truly religious people, who have been baptized in 
the infancy, than of others; yet all who have been 
ſo baptized, are on theſe principles, out of the 
viſible chu:ch, and the 7 will be, that 
greater numbers are ſaved out of the church than in 
It, which is very abſurd, to ſay no worſe. Theſe, 
and many other like conſequences neceffarily follow 
from denying the validity of infant-baptiſm. 
Again, if infant-baptiſm is a divine inſtitution, 
and warranted by the word of God, then they who 
conſent to be baptized in their adult age, do in that 
tranſaction, nec: {larily renounce a divine inſtitution, 
and an ordinance of Jeſus Chriſt; and as it were 
vacate the former covenant between God and them ; 
nay, they practically ſay, there are no baptized per- 
ſons, no regular miniſters, nor ordinances, in all 
the numerous profeſling churches, but their ow n: 
and if the baptiſm of all thoſe numerous profeſſing 
5 8850 churches 
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churches is a nullity, all the adminiſtrations of their 
miniſters muſt be 0 too, and then the promiſe of 
Chrift, to be with his miniſters, in the adminiſtration 
of this ordinance, to the end of the world, muſt 
have failed during thoſe hundreds and hundreds of 
years, in which infant-baptiſm was ſo univerſally 
practiſed. 

Nay, further, as the ſucceſſion of adult baptiſms 
cannot be traced to the apoſtles times, ſo it will 
follow, that if infant-bapiiſm is a nullity, there 
neither is, nor ever will, or can be, any regular 
baptiſm hereafter to the end of the world; and con- 
ſequently an ordinance of Chriſt, as to its regular 
adminiſtrati-n, muſt be loſt ; for adult baptiſm now 
adminiſtered, if originally derived from thoſe, who 
were baptized in infancy, cannot be valid, if in- 
fant-baptiſm be not valid. | | 

[ have finiſhed the ſubject, as far as it is a point 
of our controverſy. It was my deſign to cloſe all 
with an addreſs, both to parents and children, en- 
forcing the obligations upon each, in conſequence 
of their ſolemn tranſattion with the great God, in 
this ordinance of baptiſm; but the time will not 
permit. May God lead us into all neceſſary truth, 
for Chriſt's ſake! AuEN. 
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